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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Meeting
19 May 1986
The campus assembly met on Monday, May 19, at 4 p.m. in the science
auditorium. While awaiting the presence of a quorum, Imholte
announced that there would be another meteing of the assembly on
June 2. A quorum was established at 4:15 p.m. and the meeting
proceeded.
I.
II.

The minutes of April 14, 1986, were approved.

For Action.
Education.

Three physical education courses for Continuing

Blake made one correction. The title of the PE 1018 course
should be "Intermediate Jazz Dance." She said that the only
questions to arise in the Curriculum Committee discussion were
ones related to whether the courses were properly placed under
physical education instead of humanities.
Although dance on
the Twin Cities campus has moved from the College of Education
to the College of Liberal Arts, all dance courses on the UMM
campus are now listed under physical education. This seemed to
be acceptable to all concerned and it· was decided to leave them
where they are.

The Continuing Education courses. PE 1014. PE 1016. and PE 101a
were approved.
III.

For Action.

Nuclear Free

zone Proposal

Imholte reported that the proposal comes out of the local MPIRG
chapter. He called on Judith Schwader and Dave Pietz to make
any introductory remarks they wished. Schwader gave a brief
rationale leading up to the development of the proposal and
cited the disaster at Chernobyl and the possible designation of
this area as a nuclear waste depository as convincing reasons
for its adoption. Pietz pointed out that the assembly would be
voting only on the acceptance of the Articles, not on the
implementation of them.
Uehling questioned the clause, "any other research," in the
last sentence of Section 1 under the Petition Articles. He
asked if that included the writing and publishing of scholarly
papers. If so, he contended it would be a violation of
constitutional rights. Imholte wondered if the clarification
section on Research answered Uehling's concern. Schwader noted
that this section clearly states that " ••• research specifically
directed toward creating a more deadly weapon be discontinued."
She did not feel that this would pertain to a scholarly paper.
Uehling thought the research clause was vague. C. Braithwaite
wondered why the last sentence of Section 1 was necessary. E.
Klinger thought the clarification was in the second paragraph
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under Research: " ••• approve no research that the clearly
foreseeable result of which, .... " He also thought that this
would eliminate a lot of science. He proposed the following as
a substitute for the last sentence of Section 1:
"The Morris Campus will not provide or accept funds for
research whose principal aim is to contribute to the
development of nuclear weapons."
Seconded by Ahern. Klinger pointed out that this would not
prohibit anyone from doing research on their own funds. Straw
commented that this was simply a symbolic gesture, not an
amendment to the U.S. Constitution. He wondered if it would
have any legal force. Imholte said that if it was adopted, the
campus would certainly adhere to it. A. Paulson wondered if
the Sijpporting group would accept Klinger's suggestion as a
friendly amendment. Schwader and Pietz had no objection.
Demos spoke in favor of the proposal as amended. She liked the
emphasis on the restriction of these kinds of grants. Ordway
commented that the Senate Research Committee had discussed
similar kinds of things. Their consensus was that no
restrictions should be placed on an individual's research. The
clause used by that c:ommittee was that the University could not
accept funds for any kind of secret work, but funding for any
non-classified research could be accepted.
Gremmels said he would vote against the proposal for two
reasons:
he felt that this body is not legally constituted to make
these kinds of decisions
he doesn't like the easy way of addressing a moral issue;
this would simply be a symbolic gesture
Uehling said that Klinger's amendment solved the difficulty he
had with the proposal. Cotter commented that the way the
proposal was introduced bothered him. He pointed out that the
development of nuclear weapons was an entirely different matt er
than th e disaster at Chernobyl and the development of nuclear
waste sites.
Blake asked for a reading of the exact text to be voted on.
She asked if the University of ~innesota, Morris would be in
the text. Imholte replied that it would if the assembly was
willing o accept the wording on the bottom of the page under
Petition Articles. He also reread Klinger 1 s amendment. The
word "whose" was changed to "the princi al aim of which •••• "
and the assembly agreed on the revised wording of Sections 1 &
2.
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Olson referred to the section on Research and said he was
curious to know where the responsibility for policing research
would lie. Imholte replied that it would have to be a
faculty/student group, perhaps one similar to the Senate
Committee on Research. Olson wondered if a sentence could be
added to form BA 23 to cover this situation. Ordway said that
it would be very difficult to predict what basic research might
be used for later on. Cotter pointed out that basic research
is different than what the article is getting at. The heart
and soul of the proposal is pointing to destruction, not basic
research. A. Paulson noted that the key phrase in the Klinger
amendment is "principal aim." Ahern thought Olson's suggestion
of a clause on the contract that would support the precedent
would be a sensible approach.
Purdy wondered if acceptance of the proposal by the assembly
would put it at variance with All-University policy. Ordway
said the Senate Committee on Research allowed funding for nonclassified research because to put restrictions on this would
be interfering with one's academic freedom. Greenfield felt
that any research done on nuclear weapons would be classified
anyway, and therefore would not be eligible for funding under
the proposal. She also pointed out that nothing would prohibit
a person from accepting funds to do this research elsewhere.
Kubik said the discussion in the Senate Committee on Research
dealt only with SDI (Star Wars), and not nuclear free zones.
Payne said he would vote against the proposal on philosophical
grounds. He said that most Americans are not in a position to
make this type of gesture and until everyone can do so, it is
simply an empty gesture.
Purdy wondered about Greenfield's suggestion that nuclear
research would fall under classified research. He asked Ordway
if she thought this to be the case. Ordway was not sure.
Purdy again asked if the assembly could pass something that was
in variance with All-University policy. Imholte reported that
in some instances there is room for autonomy, and in his
opinion, it could be done.
As a technical comment, Blake pointed out that some
applications for grants do not go through any office on this
campus. If the proposal is adopted, this procedure might have
to be changed. Uehling thought that the acceptance of Sections
1 & 2 would show an internal attitude of UMM and that this
would carry some weight. D. Braithwaite thought the acceptance
of the proposal was a symbolic one. She noted that she was
happy to be on a campus where colleagues would choose not to
engage in this kind of research rather than being forced not to
do so. ·
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Van Alstine spoke against the proposal, pointing out that there
had been research done on this campus that might have been
prohibited by this proposal. He said he would prefer to leave
the decision in the hands of the individuals so as not to
infringe on a person's academic freedom.
A. Paulson made the following comments:
The acceptance of the proposal would not be an empty
gesture.
Does UMM want to be identified as part of the problem or
part of the solution?
UMM has the authority to make a public statement.
Some people are deliberately trying not to hear the key
phrase "principal aim."
Greenfield commented that what is really at issue here is
whether or not there is social support of this type of
proposal; does it have the support of the UMM community?
A vote was called for on the Nuclear Free zone Proposal.
proposal passed with 39 in favor. 18 against, and 9
abstentions.

IV.

V.

The

The nominees for scholar of the College awards were approved.

Elections.

The following people were elected by unanimous

ballot:

Executive committee
Vice Chair: Jenny Nellis
Secretary: Ernie Kemble
Faculty Member #1: Jim Van Alstine
Faculty Member #2: Mercedes Ballou
Student #1: Tim Zigenhagen
Student #2: Blane Dahl
Civil Service Member: Lynn Schulz

Consultative Committee
Faculty #1: Harold Hinds
Faculty #2: Ken Hodgson
Faculty member to fill last year of Norma Thorp's term:
Demos

Academic Grievance committee
Faculty #1:
Faculty #2:
Faculty #3:

Joe Latterell
Peter Whelan
Kristine Rotter

Vicky
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Parliamentarian
Roland Guyotte

senate Alternate
George Fosgate
The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m. with a reminder by Imholte of
another meeting on June 2.
Submitted by Pat Tanner

